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ABSTRACT

Climate change is presenting one of the main challenges to our planet. In parallel, all regions 

of the world are projected to urbanise further.  Consequently, sustainable development 

challenges will be increasingly concentrated in cities. A resulting impact is the increment of 

expected urban flood risk in many areas around the globe. Adaptation to climate change is an 

opportunity to improve urban conditions through the implementation of green-blue 

infrastructures, which provide multiple benefits besides flood mitigation. However, this is not 

an easy task since urban drainage systems are complex structures. This work focuses on a 

method to analyse the trade-offs when different benefits are pursued in stormwater 
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infrastructure planning. A hydrodynamic model was coupled with an evolutionary optimisation 

algorithm to evaluate different green-blue-grey measures combinations. This evaluation 

includes flood mitigation as well as the enhancement of co-benefits. We confirmed optimisation 

as a helpful decision-making tool to visualise trade-offs among flood management strategies. 

Our results show that considering co-benefits enhancement as an objective boosts the selection 

of green-blue infrastructure. However, flood mitigation effectiveness can be diminished when 

extra benefits are pursued. Finally, we proved that combining green-blue-grey measures is 

particularly important in urban spaces when several benefits are considered simultaneously.

Key words: nature based solutions, hybrid drainage infrastructure, flood damage reduction, 

multiple benefits, multi-objective optimisation.

1. INTRODUCTION

Population growth and climate change effects present a growing challenge in urban spaces 

(United Nations, 2014; EEA, 2016; Kabisch et al., 2017). In particular, water managers will 

have to deal with more frequent extreme weather events, such as higher rainfall intensities 

which will increase urban flooding and water pollution (IPCC, 2012; Jha et al., 2012). 

Additionally, other problems are expected to deepen in urban spaces around the globe due to 

these changes, for instance heat waves, droughts and air pollution (EEA, 2016). Consequently, 

the consideration of multiple benefits during urban infrastructure planning is crucial in order to 

develop sustainable solutions, which can help cities to be more resilient to worsening future 

conditions (Lundy and Wade, 2011; IPCC, 2012).

Adaptation to climate change can be seen as an opportunity to improve urban conditions 

through the implementation of green-blue infrastructures which have the capacity of providing 

multiple benefits (EEA, 2016; Kabisch et al., 2016). Moreover, according to Elmqvist et al., 
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(2015) investments in enhancing green infrastructure in cities are ecologically and socially 

required, but also economically viable. This qualities can be assessed through the 

acknowledgement and quantification of the benefits provided by these infrastructures. Such 

information is a crucial input for decision-makers. 

Urban spaces represent complex systems, since natural, social and built environments interact.  

Furthermore, drainage systems are also complex structures, which can integrate many different 

measures, imply significant investments and high uncertainties regarding future conditions (Jha 

et al., 2012; Simonovic, 2012). Green-blue infrastructures (GBI) offer a holistic perspective to 

build resilience and address complex urban challenges, in which several problems need to be 

addressed at the same time, with limited resources and space constraints (Vojinovic, 2015; 

Frantzeskaki et al., 2019). 

Urban drainage terminology has expanded in the last decades, consequently similar concepts 

are named with different terms. For instance, BMPs (best management practices), LIDs (low 

impact development), WSUD (water sensitive urban design), SuDS (sustainable drainage 

systems), GBI (green-blue infrastructure), EbA (ecosystem-based adaptation) and NBS (nature-

based solutions) are largely used (Fletcher et al., 2014). Green infrastructure is defined as a 

network of multifunctional green spaces which maintain and enhance ecosystem services and 

resilience (Tzoulas et al., 2007; Naumann et al., 2011; European Commission, 2012a). In this 

work, the term green-blue infrastructure is used, referring to the concept of measures or 

solutions based in nature or natural processes. 

While traditional drainage systems depend on grey solutions, resilience against future 

environmental threats cannot be achieved with these approach alone (Browder et al., 2019). 

Besides, even though GBI has proved to be effective reducing flood risk (Kong et al., 2017; 

Haghighatafshar et al., 2018; Versini et al., 2018) and can contribute to multiple benefits, this 
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might not be enough to cope with extreme future climate hazards (European Commission, 

2012a; Demuzere et al., 2014; Kabisch et al., 2017). Consequently, new tendencies suggest that 

the combination of green-blue and grey infrastructure may offer a novel generation of solutions 

to enhance community’s protection (Browder et al., 2019). According to Frantzeskaki et al. 

(2019), green infrastructures should be complemented with technology-based solutions, hence 

more research is needed on how to combine multiple solutions to maximize climate adaptation 

in cities.

Despite much research has been done showing the advantages of using GBI, traditional grey 

infrastructure continues to be widely preferred in urban areas throughout the world (Dhakal and 

Chevalier, 2017). Several barriers for GBI acceptance are identified, which comprise socio-

political, institutional and technical barriers (O’Donnell et al., 2017). From a technological 

point of view, while traditional approaches count with enough technical support and tools for 

decision making, GBI for stormwater management lacks sufficient technical references, 

standards and guidelines (Qiao et al., 2018). In particular, this support is lacking regarding the 

evaluation and quantification of additional benefits (IPCC, 2012). Another commonly 

identified barrier is uncertainty about long-term performance and cost-effectiveness compared 

to conventional solutions (Davis et al., 2015). Therefore, further actions are needed to increase 

the acceptance of GBI over grey infrastructure for water management. To achieve this, the 

emphasis on the provision of multiple benefits in addition to flood protection is a crucial 

element (Kabisch et al., 2017).

Several works focus on the selection of GBI considering co-benefits and stakeholders’ 

involvement (Alves et al., 2018b; Miller and Montalto, 2019; Santoro et al., 2019) . However, 

more quantitative results regarding the impacts of these measures on flood mitigation and co-

benefits enhancement are needed (Pagano et al., 2019). Regarding this, hydrodynamic models 
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are widely used to select and design flood risk management strategies (Teng et al., 2017). But, 

the problems to be solved are usually complex and can have many possible solutions. In these 

cases is when optimisation evolutionary algorithms become helpful since they can be linked to 

hydrodynamic models to explore large solutions spaces, allowing the evaluation of many more 

options and trade-offs (Maier et al., 2019). Even though evolutionary optimisation processes 

imply high computational efforts, these algorithms offer a very useful tool for helping decision-

making in complex systems, and in particular in the case of water resources management 

(Nicklow et al., 2010; Maier et al., 2014).

Previous research have shown that optimisation algorithms are a valuable tool to help solving 

stormwater management problems (Delelegn et al., 2011; Vojinovic et al., 2014; Woodward et 

al., 2014). Besides, some works have included green-blue infrastructure into these frameworks 

(Zhang et al., 2013; Alves et al., 2016; Behroozi et al., 2018). However, few works included 

the attainment of co-benefits from green-blue infrastructure as an extra objective when trying 

to solve stormwater related problems (Urrestarazu Vincent et al., 2017; Di Matteo et al., 2019). 

Furthermore, even though trade-offs when targeting multiple benefits have been considered in 

the past (Demuzere et al., 2014; Hoang et al., 2018), none of these works perform a quantitative 

analysis of these trade-offs. In addition, to the best of our knowledge not previous work focuses 

on compromises between primary and secondary benefits when comparing among green-blue 

and grey infrastructure application.

In response to these limitations, this work focuses on a method to quantitatively analyse the 

trade-offs when different benefits are pursued in stormwater infrastructure planning. First, 

different green, blue and grey measures and their combinations are considered in the evaluation 

of their performance to achieve flood risk reduction. Second, we include into the performance 

analysis the achievement of other benefits. Then, we investigate how the effectiveness of 
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solutions regarding the primary function of flood risk reduction varies when the extra benefits 

are added. Finally, the changes in the composition of optimal solutions when the pursued 

objective is switched are analysed. In other words, we analyse how green, blue and grey 

measures are selected in different cases.

2. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

2.1. STRATEGIES SELECTION, COST AND CO-BENEFITS CALCULATION

The optimisation of urban drainage strategies is a complex and time-consuming analysis. 

Therefore, the reduction of alternatives to be analysed is an important step. A pre-processing 

method is applied to choose among drainage measures (see Figure 1a). Through this step, the 

number of options is reduced before starting the optimisation process. In this case we use a 

multi-criteria analysis in which local characteristics and needs are considered. This method is 

based on questions answered by local stakeholders (see Supplementary Material). The 

questions are about flood characteristics and local physical conditions, which are inputs for 

measures screening. In addition, the stakeholder selects weights establishing which are the 

preferred co-benefits in the area. The final step consists on defining the order of importance 

among flood mitigation, costs minimisation and co-benefits enhancement. Then, the answers 

are processed following the multi-criteria procedure. The result is a ranking of applicable 

measures for the area, more details can be found in Alves et al. (2018a).

An important aspect pursued with the use of this multi-criteria selection method is to improve 

the stakeholders’ acceptance of the measures selected. By taking into account local preferences 

and necessities when choosing among options, and considering the opinion of local 

stakeholders from the very beginning, it is expected that the final solution will be better 
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accepted for implementation (Kabisch et al., 2017; Bissonnette et al., 2018). Moreover, this 

multi-criteria method can be used with diverse stakeholders, allowing the take into account their 

different objectives.

Figure.1. Methodological approach (a) Strategies selection and cost-benefits calculation, (b) 

Optimisation process; with PV: present value, O&M: operation and maintenance, EAD: 

expected annual damage, MinCost: minimum cost, MaxDamRed: maximum damage 

reduction, MaxTotBen: maximum total benefits.

The next step after the identification of applicable measures is the development of possible 

combinations of green-blue and grey measures. These combinations are called here strategies 

and are selected after performing a spatial analysis of the studied case. For instance, open 
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detention basins are chosen if there is availability of open public spaces where to locate them, 

and green roofs are chosen if there exist adequate roofs where to build them. Afterwards, these 

strategies are evaluated quantitatively considering its flood risk reduction performance, co-

benefits enhancement capacity and life cycle costs. To evaluate the selected strategies regarding 

co-benefits, we need first to identify direct and indirect co-benefits provided by each measure. 

Several previous studies help us to recognise the multiple benefits delivered by GBI, see for 

example Woods-Ballard et al. (2007), Center for Neighborhood Technology (2010) and Horton 

et al. (2016). These works also offer quantitative data about the benefits, which allow us to 

calculate the annual values of those co-benefits which can be directly monetised (Alves et al., 

2019). For example, water saving from rainwater barrels installation provides the co-benefit 

value of reducing the water bill accumulated along the year. The present value of these co-

benefits is then calculated defining the measure’s lifetime and a discount rate. These values will 

be given per unit of measure and will be an input into the optimisation process. 

The aim of this study is to compare among green, grey and hybrid strategies for flood mitigation 

from an economic point of view, and show how this comparison changes when co-benefits are 

considered. There are several co-benefits not easily quantifiable in economic terms, such as 

aesthetic value and biodiversity enhancement. Even though these co-benefits could be an 

important driver for decision making, they are not considered here because are not representable 

in a cost-benefits analysis.

Finally, to calculate the total cost for each measure local prices and literature review data are 

used (e.i. Narayanan and Pitt, 2006). Investment and annual operation and maintenance costs 

are considered through the lifespan period of each infrastructure. Then the values are converted 

to the same year valuation using the consumer price index. Once more present values of these 
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costs per unit of measure are calculated and will be an input to the optimisation process. More 

details about costs calculation are given in Alves et al. (2019).

2.2. OPTIMISATION FRAMEWORK

According to Maier et al. (2019), in a traditional or informal process the selection of solutions 

is based on experience or intuition. In the case of flood management this would represent the 

type of measures, its size and where to locate them. Then, the performance of selected solutions 

is evaluated using for instance a hydrodynamic model. Afterwards, other options would be 

evaluated with the aim of improving performance. However, when many decision variables 

exist it is unlikely to find even a near optimal solution. The authors argue that is in these cases 

that formal optimisation helps to identify optimal solutions in an efficient manner.

The multi-objective optimisation process followed in this work is presented in Figure 1b. The 

first step is problem formulation, this includes the establishment of decision variables, its search 

boundary values, and objective functions for the problem under analysis. In this case, the 

decision variables are the areas covered by the different drainage measures applied. The 

optimisation process will evaluate different options, each one with different measure’s 

application areas. The definition of the minimum and maximum value of the areas is based on 

land use analysis. This is done measuring the surface covered by roofs, pavements, and open 

spaces with the use of aerial images and GIS analysis. Using this analysis we can define 

maximum values for each variable. For instance, a maximum of 50% of pavements with less 

than 5% slope covered by pervious pavements, or a maximum of 75% of roofs connected to 

rainwater barrels. 

Concerning objective functions, we defined three objectives: total cost minimization, 

maximization of flood damage risk reduction, and maximization of total benefits:
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where EADMax is the expected annual damage for the current situation which represents the 

maximum damage (before measures are applied), TD is total damage obtained from the model 

once the measures have been applied (includes residential, commercial, infrastructural and 

transport damage), RP is the rainfall return period, i is the discount rate, and LT is the lifetime 

considered for the measures, Annual Co-Benx are the co-benefits obtained in one year from the 

measure x, and Sxj is the application size of the measure x in the sub catchment j.

Since all costs, co-benefits and flood damage are in monetary units, we could solve a single 

objective problem by maximizing net benefits (total benefits – costs). A single objective 

problem is much easier to solve than multiple objective ones, nevertheless in this work we 

optimize for two objectives separately. However, even though computationally more 

demanding, this approach gives a detailed trade-offs picture between the objectives which 

would otherwise not be possible. This, in turn, helps decision makers to make better decisions 

at the end.

Concerning the experimental setup, the objective functions are used for options evaluation in 

two different cases, in which two objectives are pursued. First, the optimisation problem is 

formulated with minimisation of total costs and maximisation of flood damage reduction (O1 

and O2.1) as objectives. The second optimisation problem is reformulated from the first one by 

changing the second objective to maximisation of total benefits (i.e. using O1 and O2.2 as 

objective functions). In the first objective function (O1), the value to be minimised is total cost, 

which comprises investment and maintenance costs for the different drainage measures 

considered. The total cost is calculated multiplying the present value of cost per unit of measure, 

estimated in the past step, times the size of measures defined for each option during the 

optimisation process (see Equation 1).
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The evaluation of options regarding flood damage reduction is performed using the 

hydrodynamic model EPA SWMM (Rossman, 2010). Using a 1D-1D model we estimate flood 

water depths at several locations in the area under different rainfalls. In this 1D-1D model, two 

parallel conduits connected among them are defined, one representing the drainage system and 

the other one representing the streets. Flooding occurs when water is accumulated in the conduit 

representing the streets. Then a surrogate model is used to estimate damages. The surrogate 

model links the 1D-1D model results with pre-calculated results from a 1D-2D model to 

estimate water depths and corresponding flooding damage values (see Figure 2), more details 

can be found in Alves et al. (2019). Through this method the total flooding damage can be 

calculated and it is possible to calculate the reduction of damage, which will be our primary 

benefit. Residential, commercial, infrastructure and transport damage are considered here. 

These damage values are used to calculate the risk of flooding as the expected annual damage 

(EAD) for different rainfall events (Delelegn et al., 2011b). Then, we maximise the flood risk 

reduction (O2) which is the difference between maximum EAD (without measures application) 

and the EAD obtained applying measures (Equation 2). This value is also used in the third 

objective function (O3), in which total benefits are maximised. To achieve this we add co-

benefits to the equation, which are the result of multiplying the present value of co-benefits per 

unit of measures, times the size of measures defined for each option during the optimisation 

process (Equation 3).

Once decision variables and objectives are established, the optimisation process follows the 

steps of the genetic algorithm NSGA-II applied in this work (Deb et al., 2002). The decision 

variables in this case are coded as GA chromosomes using integer values, these values represent 

the areas covered by the applied measures. In the first step, the optimisation process evaluates 

an initial random generation using the objective functions. Then the best options are selected 

and a new population is created applying concepts of crossover and mutation. This new 
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population is then evaluated and the same process is repeated in a loop until the stopping criteria 

is met. The stopping criteria in this case is the number of generations to be analysed. There are 

other parameters which are also inputs for the optimisation process besides objectives and 

variables: population size, number of generations, crossover and mutation rates. These values 

were defined through a sensitivity analysis. Finally, when the stopping criteria is met, several 

“best options” are presented in a Pareto plot. The present optimisation framework builds upon 

and connects to the work of (Vojinovic et al., 2006; Vojinovic and Sanchez, 2008; Barreto et 

al., 2010).

Figure 2. 1D-2D flood modelling result (left) and 1D-1D model representation (right)

3. RESULTS

3.1. STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

The study area is the catchment Cul De Sac, one of the most vulnerable areas to flooding in the 

Dutch side of Sint Maarten Island, located in the Caribbean region (see Figure 3a). This 

catchment has an area of 509Ha and the land use is predominantly residential, with some 
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dispersed commercial areas in the lower part. Elevation ranges from near sea level to hilly areas 

with until 380m altitude at the northern borderline and the catchment is divided in 12 sub-

catchments (see Figure 3b). 

The catchment has several characteristics contributing to flood risk. For instance, urban areas 

are situated on low-lying zones (see Figure 3c). Besides, the existing drainage system which is 

composed by channels, has not enough capacity to avoid flooding (UNDP, 2012). In addition, 

most of the streets are narrow limiting the enlargement of these drainage channels (Vojinovic 

and van Teeffelen 2007). Recurrent inconveniences such as transport disruptions occur during 

small rainfall events. Whereas heavy rainfall causes large-scale flooding with damage to 

residential and commercial buildings (UNDP, 2012).
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Figure.3. (a) Sint Maarten location, (b) Catchment topography and sub-catchments division, 

(c) Cul De Sac aerial visualisation 

3.2. SCREENING OF MEASURES AND COST-BENEFITS CALCULATION

A questionnaire was filled by technical and political decision makers related to water 

management in the island. The questions were about flood type, physical site conditions, 

drainage system characteristics, land use and preferred co-benefits for the area under study (see 

Supplementary Material). The answers where used to apply the multi-criteria analysis described 

in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Figure 1a.

Regarding local characteristics, this analysis allowed us to conclude that the main flooding 

problem in the area is pluvial flooding. Furthermore, the soil has medium permeability with 

deep water table and bedrock. The surface’s slope is larger than 5%, the sewer system is 

separate but there is also illegal combined sewer system. The main land use is residential with 

medium to low density. The availability of public spaces is less than 25% and there is low space 

availability along roads and sidewalks. Finally, combined sewer overflows were identified as a 

problem in the area. Regarding local preferences and needs, several co-benefits were identified. 

The most important co-benefits identified for this area were liveability improvement (heat stress 

reduction and aesthetics enhancement), socio-cultural benefits (community engagement, 

recreation and educational spaces), water quality enhancement (runoff pollutants removal) and 

environmental benefits (groundwater recharge and water reuse, and species habitat creation). 

Besides, decision makers identified flood problems affecting buildings and generating 

significant damage in the area as occurring every two years. Furthermore, they recognised 

budget restrictions when investing on infrastructure for flood management. Lastly, they 

described the achievement of co-benefits as a medium to low importance objective.
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Using this information and through the screening of measures we identified preferred 

infrastructures to be applied in the area. Details about the method to select these measures can 

be found in Alves et al. (2018). This screening process established daylighting water courses 

and open water channels as preferred options for this case. This is in accordance with the 

practice of maintaining and enlarging (when possible) the existent channels system, already 

recommended by the study performed by UNDP (2012). Besides, the analysis detected pipes 

as a preferred option. This measure can be applied to enhance conveyance capacity of the 

existing channels, since there is limited space to enlarge them. Another selected measure was 

open detention basins. This result confirmed previous outcomes from a study performed in this 

catchment in which open detention ponds were identified as an effective flood management 

alternative (UNDP, 2012). Additionally, the multi-criteria analysis identified rainwater 

disconnection as another option for runoff management. Several measures could be applied to 

achieve this, but rainwater barrels was a preferred alternative in this case since it allows the 

reuse of water, an expensive and scarce resource in the island. Finally, measures that allow the 

infiltration of runoff were recommended. Due to the low availability of public spaces, the 

infiltration option chosen for this case was pervious pavements, to be applied in low slope and 

low traffic roads. In summary, the measures selected in this study for further analysis are: closed 

pipes (Pi), open detention basins (ODB), rainwater barrels (RB) and pervious pavements (PP). 

These options, and its combinations, were further evaluated using hydrodynamic modelling. 

The assessment was performed considering the existing channels system working at its current 

capacity.

Six strategies, or measures combinations, were chosen for further analysis using the 

optimisation framework. The objective is the comparison among green-blue and grey measures 

and its combinations. These six strategies are: rainwater barrels with pervious pavements 

(RB+PP), the same two measures combined with open detention basins and combined with 
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pipes (RB+PP+ODB and RB+PP+Pi), the four measures combined (RB+PP+ODB+Pi), open 

detention basins alone (ODB) and combined with pipes (ODB+Pi). The selection of these 

combinations was based on the intention of comparing green-blue and traditional (or grey) 

measures. RB and PP are green-blue measures providing co-benefits, while ODB and Pi are 

traditional measures which do not provide co-benefits. The selected combinations represent 

then examples of only green-blue measures (RB+PP), different combinations of green-blue and 

traditional measures (RB+PP+ODB, RB+PP+Pi and RB+PP+ODB+Pi), and alternatives with 

only traditional measures which do not provide co-benefits (ODB and ODB+Pi).

The next step was to identify the relevant co-benefits provided by the selected measures and 

their importance for the case here studied. Rainwater harvesting barrels allow the reduction of 

drinking water consumption. This benefit is important in this case because drinking water in 

the island is produced using reverse osmosis, an expensive and high energy consumption 

technology (Elimelech and Phillip, 2011). In addition, water production and its cost have risen 

notoriously in the last 10 years in the area (Centrale Bank Curaçao en Sint Maarten, 2017) and 

the area goes through water shortages during high consumption hours (European Commission, 

2012b). Pervious pavements allow urban cooling by means of lower reflection and higher 

evaporation (Foster et al., 2011). The benefits obtained are energy savings and carbon dioxide 

and air pollutants reduction (USEPA, 2012). Temperature reduction is especially important in 

areas with tropical weather, where energy consumption can increase between 2 to 4% per each 

extra Celsius degree (Akbari et al., 2001; Santamouris, 2014). Other benefits obtained from 

pervious pavements installation are water quality enhancement due to runoff filtration and 

groundwater recharge, which were also considered here. Even though recreation and liveability 

enhancement can be considered as co-benefits for open detention basins, these are not easily 

converted into monetary values and hence were not considered in the present study. 
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Afterwards, implementation and operation and maintenance costs were calculated. Details 

about how these costs and benefits values were calculated are presented in Alves et al. (2019). 

Table 1 presents the results of costs and co-benefits for each one of the four measures selected. 

In the case of Pi, the cost results are presented in €/m and for each diameter to be considered in 

the optimisation process. The cost of ODB is given in €/m2, considering an average depth of 

1.5m in order to reduce the variables in the hydrodynamic model. The values corresponding to 

RB and PP are presented as €/m3 and €/m2, respectively. Regarding co-benefits, only these two 

measures provide them and PP presents a higher value than RB. 

The values of costs and benefits showed in Table 1 are present values over a lifetime of 30 years 

with a discount rate of 5% rate (International Monetary Fund, 2016). The period of 30 years is 

considered as maximum before the necessity of replacement for green infrastructure (Pezzaniti 

et al., 2009; USEPA, 2012; Al-rubaei et al., 2013; Yong et al., 2013).

Table 1. Cost and co-benefits values for each selected measure (RB: Rainwater Barrel, PP: 

Pervious Pavement, ODB: Open Detention Basin, Pi: Pipes) 

Measure Cost Annual co-benefit 

RB 1040 €/m3 30 €/m3 

PP 160 €/m2 86 €/m2

ODB 350 €/m2 0 €/m2

800 720 €/m 0 €/m

1000 895 €/m 0 €/m

1500 1530 €/m 0 €/m 

2000 2950 €/m 0 €/m 

Pi 

(mm)

2500 3615 €/m 0 €/m 
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3.3. OPTIMISATION RESULTS

The decision variables used in the optimisation process were the size of application of each 

measure. In the cases of RB, PP and ODB, these are the measures’ application areas in each 

one of the 12 sub-catchments included in the hydrodynamic model. The ranges in which the 

area of each measure varies for each sub-catchment were defined through a land use analysis 

performed using aerial images (see Table 2). In the case of pipes, a single pipe was chosen to 

follow the main channel path from the mid area of the catchment until its discharge. The 

variables are the diameters of the four segments which cover the pipe’s extension. Depending 

on the strategy and the number of measures combined, the optimisation framework has different 

numbers of variables (see Table 3). 

Different parameters can be chosen when applying the NSGA-II algorithm, such as population 

size, number of generations, and mutation and crossover operators. Several runs of the 

framework were performed to assess convergence and to choose the values of these parameters. 

Three indicators were used for Pareto fronts evaluation: the number of non-dominated solutions 

obtained in the final Pareto compared to the given number of initial population, the extent or 

spread of Pareto fronts with respect to the objectives, and the average space among solutions. 

We analysed the sensitivity of optimisation results to these parameters. Since the theoretical 

value of mutation is the inverse of decision variables (Mala-Jetmarova et al., 2015), this 

analysis was applied for the cases of maximum and minimum number of variables. Changing 

values of population (between 80 and 400), generations (between 20 and 80), crossover 

(between 0.2 and 0.9) and mutation (between 0.01 and 0.08), the values of number of non-

dominated solutions, extend of Pareto curve and average space among solutions were evaluated. 

As a result, values of 350 individuals for population, 70 generations, 0.9 for crossover and 0.021 

for mutation were selected to apply the optimisation framework.   
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Table 2. Value ranges of decision variables: area of roof connected to rain barrels (roof to 

RB), area of pervious pavement (PP), area of open detention basin (ODB), and pipe’s 

diameter (Pi_Diam)

roof to RB (ha) PP (ha) ODB (m2) Pi_Diam (mm)
Sub-catchment

Min Max Min Max Min Max
Pipe

Min Max

1 0 3.4 0 1.5 0 3000 1 500 2500

2 0 1.9 0 0.8 0 4000 2 500 2500

3 0 3.0 0 1.3 0 3500 3 500 2500

4 0 6.1 0 2.7 0 4000 4 500 2500

5 0 2.4 0 1.1 0 6000    

6 0 4.8 0 2.1 0 4000    

7 0 7.8 0 3.5 0 5000    

8 0 2.6 0 1.2 0 8000    

9 0 4.9 0 2.2 0 5000    

10 0 3.2 0 1.4 0 7000    

11 0 6.1 0 2.7 0 5000    

12 0 7.5 0 3.3 0 6000    

Table 3. Number of decision variables for each strategy

Strategy Decision variables

RB+PP 24

RB+PP+ODB 36

RB+PP+Pi 28

RB+PP+ODB+Pi 40

ODB+Pi 16
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ODB 12

The optimisation framework was applied twice for each one of these six strategies. Firstly, the 

framework was applied using the objective functions of cost minimisation (Equation 7) and 

flood risk reduction maximisation. Secondly, the objective functions of cost minimisation and 

total benefits maximisation were used. Rainfalls with return periods of 5, 10, 20, 50 and 100 

years and 2 hours duration (UNDP, 2012) were considered to calculate EAD in objective 

functions O2.1 and O2.2.  

For this case the first objective function is 

 (7)𝑂1 = 𝑀𝑖𝑛{𝐶𝑅𝐵 ∗ ∑12
𝑖 = 1𝐴𝑅𝐵 + 𝐶𝑃𝑃 ∗ ∑12

𝑖 = 1𝐴𝑃𝑃 + 𝐶𝑂𝐷𝐵 ∗ ∑12
𝑖 = 1𝐴𝑂𝐷𝐵 + 𝐶𝑃𝑖 ∗ ∑4

𝑖 = 1𝐿𝑃𝑖}         

where CRB, CPP, CODB and CPi are the present values over 30 years of  total costs of 

rainwater barrels, pervious pavements, open detention basins and pipes respectively. 

ARB, APP and AODB are the areas of measures for each one of the 12 sub catchments, 

and LPi is the length of each one of the 4 pipes proposed for this case.

Figure 4 (a) and (b) show the obtained Pareto results. ODB combined with Pi (green) and the 

combination of all the measures (yellow) are the best performing strategies for flood risk 

reduction (Figure 4.a). However, costs exceed benefits when the cost is higher than 24 million 

€ (Pareto fronts under grey line in the plot, where the grey line represents cost equal benefits) 

and hence these strategies are not cost efficient. The only benefit in this case is the reduction of 

flood damage and has a maximum of around 24 million € before the strategies are no longer 

efficient. The maximum present value of expected annual damage over 30 years in the current 
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situation (without measures) is 47.5 million €. Therefore, the maximum damage reduction 

achieved applying these strategies is about 50% of that value. 

(a)

(b)
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Figure 4. Pareto fronts obtained for the six strategies selected with (a) cost minimisation and 

flood risk reduction maximisation as objectives (b) cost minimisation and total benefits 

maximisation as objectives (grey line: costs = benefits).

All strategies achieve benefits higher than costs if we analyse the results obtained from total 

benefits maximisation (Figure 4.b). Even the combination of RB and PP (light blue) shows 

efficient results in this case, in contrast with the case of damage reduction maximisation. The 

best strategy in this case is the combination of RB, PP and Pi (orange) when the cost is lower 

than 19 million €. For higher costs the strategy achieving best results is the combination of the 

four measures (RB+PP+ODB+Pi). However, from the results obtained in the case of damage 

minimisation, we observe that after 8 million € of cost the strategy RB+PP+ODB+Pi performs 

much better than RB+PP+Pi on flood risk reduction. As a result, even if slightly higher total 

benefits are obtained in the case of RB+PP+Pi for costs lower than 19 million €, the decrease 

on flood risk reduction seems not worth. Consequently, the combination of the four measures 

appears to be the best option. The Pareto curve for this strategy presents a slope change around 

the cost of 20 million €, suggesting that a solution around this cost will be the best option in 

view of the benefits obtained from the investment. In that case, damage reduction will be around 

23 million € (48% of the maximum damage) and total benefit around 40 million € (twice the 

cost).

Although the strategies including RB and PP deliver other benefits besides flood damage 

reduction (e.g. water and energy savings), these co-benefits cannot be appreciated in the results 

presented in Figure 4a. To visualise this, we added the value of these co-benefits to the Pareto 

fronts obtained in the case of only flood damage reduction as second objective. The original 

optimal values are represented by DR and the results including co-benefits by DR+Co_Ben in 

Figure 5. Moreover, the results presented in Figure 4b do not allow us to see the performance 
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of the strategies on flood mitigation. To appreciate this, we subtracted the co-benefits from the 

Pareto fronts obtained in the case of maximising total benefits as second objective. The Pareto 

fronts are represented by TB and the results without co-benefits by TB-Co_Ben in Figure 5. 

This is presented only for the four strategies providing co-benefits: RB+PP (Fig. 5a), 

RB+PP+ODB (Fig. 5b), RB+PP+PI (Fig. 5c) and RB+PP+ODB+Pi (Fig. 5d). 

 

(a)                                                                           (b)

        (c)                                                                           (d)

Figure 5. Pareto fronts obtained for damage minimisation (DR) and the result adding co-

benefits (DR+Co_Ben), and total benefits maximisation (TB) and the result removing co-

benefits (TB-Co_Ben). 

Analysing these results, we observe a considerable difference between total benefits when it is 

an optimisation objective (yellow circles) and when the objective is only to reduce flood risk 

(blue circles). However, the differences between damage reduction when it is the only 
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optimisation objective (blue triangles) and when the objective is to maximise total benefits 

(yellow triangles) is not that significant. Nevertheless, it is important to pay attention to the 

impact of focusing on maximising total benefits on the reduction of flood damage. In some 

cases, the reduction of flood damage can be substantially diminished when we change the 

objective from flood risk reduction to total benefits maximisation. This can be observed, for 

instance, in the cases of RB+PP+ODB (strategy 2, Figure 5b) and RB+PP+ODB+Pi (strategy 

4, Figure 5d) for costs lower than 20 million €. Furthermore, this tendency can be much enlarged 

if more co-benefits are considered. 

The explanation of these differences can be found on the different performances of green-blue 

and grey measures regarding the objectives of reducing flood risk and increasing co-benefits. It 

is expected that the optimisation algorithm will choose differently among the measures, 

according to the pursued objective. To better understand this, an analysis of the measures 

selected for optimal solutions in each case was performed. The analysis shows the application 

value selected for each measure as a percentage of the maximum measure’s area that can be 

applied in each case (presented in Table 2). The results are shown in Figure 6, with damage 

reduction as objective in Figure 6a, and with total benefit maximisation as objective in Figure 

6b.

Based on this analysis we can observe that RB and PP (blue and green in Figure 6a) are not 

preferred when the pursued benefit is to reduce flood risk. In this case, ODB (yellow) is the 

most applied option. However, when the sought benefit shifts to total benefits maximisation 

(Figure 6b), the application of RB increases sharply from a mean value below 20% to 

approximately 90% in all cases. Unlike ODB, RB is not a very effective measure for coping 

with runoff excess (i.e. reducing flood damage) but it is a low cost measure which provides 

substantial water and energy savings (main co-benefits in this case). Note that the usage of PP 
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also increases when the second objective is to maximise total benefits, although to a lesser 

extent. This is because of PP is more expensive than RB and some of the co-benefits it provides 

are not so profitable, namely groundwater recharge and water quality enhancement.

Regarding the use of ODB (yellow), we can observe an important application decrease for 

strategies 2 and 4 when the objective is switched to total benefits maximisation (Figure 6b). 

This is expected because, despite being an effective flood reduction measure, we have not 

considered co-benefits for this measure which makes it less attractive to the optimisation 

algorithm. In addition, note that the application of Pi (red) increases for all strategies in the case 

of total benefits maximisation (Figure 6b) relative to the case of flood risk reduction 

maximisation (Figure 6a).  The explanation of this can be linked to the lower application of PP 

(green) in case of strategy 3 and ODB (yellow) in case of strategy 4, which implies less runoff 

reduction. As a result, optimal solutions focus on the improvement of system’s conveyance to 

keep flood damage low. 

Finally, major differences can be observed in terms of optimal strategy 4 composition when the 

second objective is changed. The application of GBI increases considerably, with mean values 

increasing from approximately 10% to 95% and 35% for RB and PP respectively. Besides, the 

mean application of ODB reduces substantially, from above 60% to 35%, and the mean use of 

pipes increases from approximately 10% to more than 40%. These changes imply the 

achievement of higher co-benefits, but also a decrease in the efficiency of flood risk reduction. 

This is the result already observed for strategy 4 (Figure 5d), in which a significant growth of 

total benefits is observed, but also a decrease of efficiency regarding flood mitigation. These 

changes suggest that special attention should be paid to the selection of second optimisation 

objective when multi functionality of measures is pursued. Local priorities should be considered 

closely with stakeholders in order to define the importance of each objective. These needs can 
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then be represented in the optimisation process, for example incorporating a suitable weight for 

each objective, or with a careful post-process to analyse these trade-offs and make a decision 

accordingly.

                 1                                       2                                        3                                       4

(a)

                1                                       2                                       3                                        4
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(b)

Figure 6. Measures selection analysis for four strategies, with the objectives of cost 

minimisation and (a) flood risk reduction, (b) total benefits maximisation. With RB: rain 

barrels, PP: pervious pavements, ODB: open detention basins, Pi: pipes

4. DISCUSSION

While the application of optimisation techniques in water resources enables the assessment of 

multiple options, it is often a time consuming task (Maier et al., 2014). The application of some 

form of pre-processing can shorten this time by reducing the number of optimisation options. 

This is even more important in cases with a bigger computational burden than the one here 

studied, for instance in cases with more extensive or complex drainage systems. However, the 

reduction of options needs to be done carefully not to lose useful information in the process and 

end up with sub-optimal solutions. In this work a systematic multi-criteria analysis was applied 

which allowed to shortlist measures and to interact with stakeholders, without losing 

information. The combination of this multi-criteria pre-process with a more quantitative post-

process, which allows to compare strategies according to costs and benefits in the long term, is 

what is seen as novel in this research. 

Besides, we have confirmed the usefulness of optimisation as a decision-making support tool 

in the context of stormwater management with green, blue and grey measures considered. The 

optimisation approach allows decision makers to identify the most effective solutions covering 

a wide range of costs and benefits. Moreover, they can visualise the effectiveness achieved for 
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each level of investment, recognising which investment level gives them the highest return. The 

usefulness of optimisation methods for urban stormwater problems has been previously 

established, but co-benefits have been included into the analysis in few cases only (Urrestarazu 

Vincent et al., 2017; Di Matteo et al., 2019). 

Since the simultaneous delivery of social, economic and environmental benefits by GBI 

increases the willingness to accept these solutions, awareness about these co-benefits is crucial 

to convince decision-makers about GBI implementation (EEA, 2012; Liu and Jensen, 2018; 

Qiao et al., 2018). Moreover, the economic analysis of these co-benefits can have a significant 

impact on decision-making by establishing evidence-based decisions and allowing its financial 

consequences to be visualised (EEA, 2016). The study presented in this work shows how the 

inclusion of co-benefits can encourage the selection of GBI for urban flood mitigation. 

Although the analysis presents constraints due to data availability and local characteristics, 

similar results concerning the effectiveness of this approach have been found in previous 

research (Elmqvist et al., 2015; Ossa-Moreno et al., 2017; Engström et al., 2018).

The inclusion of co-benefits in this analysis has been greatly limited due to the consideration 

of only those co-benefits easily represented in economic terms. Moreover, we chose only the 

most important co-benefits for this case, the ones having more economic relevance. Still, the 

results show how the inclusion of co-benefits analysis, even if limited, has an important impact 

encouraging the selection of GBI. A post analysis could be added to this framework to include 

a qualitative analysis of not monetisable co-benefits. Through this step, decision making could 

be further imporved considering the complete range of benefits achievable applying GBI and 

stimulating even more the selection of holistic and adaptive solutions.

Our results also highlight that combinations of green-blue-grey measures can be the best option 

for climate change adaptation, this result is compatible with other recent studies (WWAP/UN-
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Water, 2018; Browder et al., 2019). We proved that this is particularly important when several 

benefits are considered simultaneously. In urban spaces, where space is limited, the 

combination of green, blue and grey measures allows to maximise the efficiency with some 

measures performing best at flood risk reduction (open detention basins and pipes in this case) 

and other at co-benefits provision (rain barrels and pervious pavements in this case). Our results 

also state the importance of considering the achievement of co-benefits as a relevant objective 

from the beginning, when selecting and comparing among stormwater management options. 

When the focus is only on flood risk reduction, even if GBI is used, the co-benefits will be 

achieved as a side effect which can decrease largely its value.

The importance of considering trade-offs among objectives is also stressed in this work. This 

is particularly significant when adding new benefits while maintaining stormwater management 

as primary functions. Blue-green infrastructure can have low effectiveness decreasing flood 

damage in the case of high return period rainfalls (Zölch et al., 2017; Mei et al., 2018). 

Therefore, even if a strategy achieves the highest total benefit, attention has to be paid to the 

resulted compromise on flood damage reduction. A possible solution to this is to determine the 

importance of each benefit and add weights into the measures assessment framework. These 

weights will represent the level of trade-offs accepted and should be jointly defined with local 

stakeholders.

Finally, this work presents an analysis of which are the application values of measures selected 

in optimal solutions when the objective is switched from the traditional approach of flood 

mitigation to total benefits maximisation. This analysis allows a clear visualisation of which 

measures are best in each situation, showing that optimal solutions will prefer grey 

infrastructure when the objective is only to mitigate floods, but will prefer GBI if the objective 

of maximising co-benefits is added. 
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Further work is needed on methods for economic valuation of co-benefits such as liveability 

and aesthetics enhancement, biodiversity improvements and recreation. This is important 

considering that economic calculations are nowadays insufficient to fully represent the co-

benefits related to green infrastructure in cities, since many important co-benefits are difficult 

to assess economically (Elmqvist et al., 2015). An improvement on economic representation of 

these benefits will help to encourage further application of GBI in urban spaces. Besides, this 

work, and most of the publications examined, which study the multiple benefits provided by 

GBI, focus on its positive aspects. However, these measures can also have negative impacts, 

also called dis-benefits or co-costs (Demuzere et al., 2014; Calliari et al., 2019), which should 

be quantified and considered in the analysis when assessing and comparing different 

alternatives. This will allow more realistic results and avoid future negative impacts, which can 

damage even more the acceptance of this approach. Lastly, the results obtained in this work 

were not discussed with the involved stakeholders. This is an important step to be performed in 

the future in order to validate the model outputs. Validation is particularly important for the 

multi-criteria analysis results, since this step determines which measures are selected to be 

further analysed. The not corroboration of this result can lead to the selection of measures which, 

for instance, have not local acceptance or which are not applicable due to particular 

circumstances not considered in the analysis.

5. CONCLUSIONS

A method to assess the performance of different green, blue and grey measures and their 

combinations in the achievement of flood risk reduction and the improvement of other benefits 

has been described and applied in this study. To achieve this, a hydrodynamic model was 

coupled with an evolutionary optimisation algorithm to evaluate and optimise preselected 
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green-blue-grey measures. We also analysed how the effectiveness of optimal solutions 

regarding the primary function of flood risk reduction varies when the objectives are changed. 

This was performed applying the optimisation framework twice. First it was applied with the 

objectives of cost minimisation and flood risk reduction maximisation. Secondly the objectives 

were costs minimisation and total benefits maximisation. This allowed us to evaluate in a 

quantitative way the trade-offs when different benefits are pursued in stormwater infrastructure 

planning. Finally, we analysed how the composition of optimal solutions changes when the 

pursued objective is switched. In other words, how green, blue and grey measures are selected 

in different cases. It allows to understand which measures are best for each objective. 

The results obtained can be summarised as:

 We confirmed optimisation as a helpful decision-making tool for stormwater 

management when several strategies are considered. More specifically, it allows to 

compare among optimal combinations of green, blue and grey measures for a wide range 

of costs. Using this approach, the decision maker can visualise complex trade-off 

between cost, flood damage reduction and co-benefits enhancement. Hence, the 

effectiveness of solutions for different levels of investment can be assessed. 

 The combination of green, blue and grey measures is the best strategy in this case.  This 

is particularly important when several benefits are considered simultaneously in urban 

spaces, where there are space limitations. The combination of measures allows to 

maximise the efficiency, with some measures performing best at flood risk reduction 

(grey) and other at co-benefits provision (green-blue). 

 From the analysis of results with primary benefits as objective versus total benefits as 

objective, we conclude that there are inevitable trade-offs among different benefits 

obtained from different green-blue-grey measures. Our results stress the importance of 
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considering the co-benefits as a central objective when selecting flood mitigation 

options. When only flood risk reduction is considered, even if green-blue infrastructure 

is applied, the achievement of co-benefits would be much lower. Moreover, the 

effectiveness on flood mitigation could be severely diminished when we add the 

improvement of co-benefits as an objective. In order to manage these trade-offs, the 

establishment of priorities among benefits, or the relative importance between flood 

management and co-benefits, should be further studied to include objective weights 

within the framework. 

Even though the quantitative results in this work are indicative and uncertainty should be further 

assessed, we recommend the application of this type of multifunctional and multisystem 

assessment to support urban sustainability planning. It allows a broad and reliable comparison 

of diverse green-blue-grey solutions and its multiple benefits.
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APPENDIX

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at:

REFERENCES

Akbari H, Pomerantz M, Taha H. 2001. Cool surfaces and shade trees to reduce energy use and 

improve air quality in urban areas. Solar Energy 70 (3): 295–310 DOI: 10.1016/S0038-

092X(00)00089-X

Al-rubaei AM, Stenglein AL, Viklander M, Blecken G. 2013. Long-Term Hydraulic 

Performance of Porous Asphalt Pavements in Northern Sweden. J. Irrig. Drain Eng. 

(ASCE) 139 (6): 499–505 DOI: 10.1061/(ASCE)IR.1943-4774.0000569.

Alves A, Gersonius B, Kapelan Z, Vojinovic Z, Sanchez A. 2019. Assessing the Co-Benefits 

of green-blue-grey infrastructure for sustainable urban flood risk management. Journal of 

Environmental Management 239 (December 2018): 244–254 DOI: 

10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.03.036

Alves A, Gersonius B, Sanchez A, Vojinovic Z, Kapelan Z. 2018a. Multi-criteria Approach for 

Selection of Green and Grey Infrastructure to Reduce Flood Risk and Increase CO-benefits. 

Water Resources Management 32 (7): 2505–2522 DOI: 10.1007/s11269-018-1943-3

Alves A, Gómez JP, Vojinovic Z, Sánchez A, Weesakul S. 2018b. Combining Co-Benefits and 

Stakeholders Perceptions into Green Infrastructure Selection for Flood Risk Reduction. 

Environments 5 (2): 29 DOI: 10.3390/environments5020029

Alves A, Sanchez A, Vojinovic Z, Seyoum S, Babel M, Brdjanovic D. 2016. Evolutionary and 

Holistic Assessment of Green-Grey Infrastructure for CSO Reduction. Water 8 (9): 402 



35

DOI: 10.3390/w8090402

Barreto W, Vojinovic Z, Price R, Solomatine D. 2010. Multiobjective Evolutionary Approach 

to Rehabilitation of Urban Drainage Systems. Journal of Water Resources Planning and 

Management: 547–554 DOI: 10.1061/(ASCE)WR.1943-5452.0000070

Behroozi A, Niksokhan MH, Nazariha M. 2018. Developing a simulation-optimisation model 

for quantitative and qualitative control of urban run-off using best management practices 

Case study. 11: 340–351 DOI: 10.1111/jfr3.12210

Bissonnette JF, Dupras J, Messier C, Lechowicz M, Dagenais D, Paquette A, Jaeger JAG, 

Gonzalez A. 2018. Moving forward in implementing green infrastructures: Stakeholder 

perceptions of opportunities and obstacles in a major North American metropolitan area. 

Cities 81 (August 2017): 61–70 DOI: 10.1016/j.cities.2018.03.014

Browder G, Ozment S, Rehberger Bescos I, Gartner T, Lange G-M. 2019. INTEGRATING 

GREEN AND GAY: Creating Next Generation Infrastructure. World Bank and World 

Resources institute: Washington, DC.

Calliari E, Staccione A, Mysiak J. 2019. An assessment framework for climate-proof nature-

based solutions. Science of the Total Environment 656: 691–700 DOI: 

10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.11.341

Center for Neighborhood Technology. 2010. The Value of Green Infrastructure: A Guide to 

Recognizing Its Economic, Environmental and Social Benefits Available at: 

http://www.cnt.org/sites/default/files/publications/CNT_Value-of-Green-

Infrastructure.pdf [Accessed 13 February 2016]

Centrale Bank Curaçao en Sint Maarten. 2017. The Economy of Curaçao and Sint Maarten in 

Data and Charts



36

Davis M, Krüger I, Hinzmann M. 2015. Coastal Protection and Suds-Nature-Based Solutions 

Available at: www.recreate-net.eu

Deb K, Pratap A, Agarwal S, Meyarivan T. 2002. A Fast and Elitist Multiobjective Genetic 

Algorithm: NSGA-II. IEEE Transactions on evolutionary computation 6 (2): 182–197 

DOI: 10.1109/4235.996017

Delelegn SW, Pathirana A, Gersonius B, Adeogun AG, Vairavamoorthy K. 2011. Multi-

Objective Optimization of Cost-Benefit of Urban Flood Management using a 1D2D 

Coupled Model. Water Science and Technology 63 (5): 1054 DOI: 10.2166/wst.2011.290

Demuzere M, Orru K, Heidrich O, Olazabal E, Geneletti D, Orru H, Bhave AG, Mittal N, Feliu 

E, Faehnle M. 2014. Mitigating and adapting to climate change: Multi-functional and 

multi-scale assessment of green urban infrastructure. Journal of Environmental 

Management 146: 107–115 DOI: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.07.025

Dhakal KP, Chevalier LR. 2017. Managing urban stormwater for urban sustainability: Barriers 

and policy solutions for green infrastructure application. Journal of Environmental 

Management 203: 171–181 DOI: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.07.065

EEA. 2012. Urban adaptation to climate change in Europe. Copenhagen, Denmark.

EEA. 2016. Urban adaptation to climate change in Europe 2016. Transforming cities in a 

changing climate. DOI: 10.2800/41895

Elimelech M, Phillip WA. 2011. The Future of Seawater Desalination: Energy, Technology, 

and the Environment. SCIENCE 333 (August): 712–718

Elmqvist T, Setälä H, Handel SN, van der Ploeg S, Aronson J, Blignaut JN, Gómez-Baggethun 

E, Nowak DJ, Kronenberg J, de Groot R. 2015. Benefits of restoring ecosystem services 

in urban areas. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 14: 101–108 DOI: 



37

10.1016/j.cosust.2015.05.001

Engström R, Howells M, Mörtberg U, Destouni G. 2018. Multi-functionality of nature-based 

and other urban sustainability solutions: New York City study. Land Degradation and 

Development (June): 3653–3662 DOI: 10.1002/ldr.3113

European Commission. 2012a. The Multifunctionality of Green Infrastructure. Bristol, England.

European Commission. 2012b. INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND 

DEVELOPMENTBuilding partnerships for change in developing countries. Single 

Programming of Curacao, Sint Maarten,Bonaire, Sint Eustatius and Saba under 10th EDF: 

66

Fletcher TD, Shuster W, Hunt WF, Ashley R, Butler D, Arthur S, Trowsdale S, Barraud S, 

Semadeni-Davies A, Bertrand-Krajewski J-L, et al. 2014. SUDS, LID, BMPs, WSUD and 

more – The evolution and application of terminology surrounding urban drainage. Urban 

Water Journal: 1–18 DOI: 10.1080/1573062X.2014.916314

Foster J, Lowe A, Winkelman S. 2011. The Value of Green Infrastructure for Urban Climate 

Adaptation. The Centre For Clean Air Policy (February): 52

Frantzeskaki N, Mcphearson T, Collier MJ, Kendal D, Bulkeley H, Dumitru A, Walsh C, Noble 

K, Wyk EVAN, Ordóñez C, et al. 2019. Nature-Based Solutions for Urban Climate 

Change Adaptation: Linking Science, Policy, and Practice Communities for Evidence-

Based Decision-Making. BioScience 69 (6): 455–466 DOI: 10.1093/biosci/biz034

Haghighatafshar S, Nordlöf B, Roldin M, Gustafsson LG, la Cour Jansen J, Jönsson K. 2018. 

Efficiency of blue-green stormwater retrofits for flood mitigation – Conclusions drawn 

from a case study in Malmö, Sweden. Journal of Environmental Management 207: 60–69 

DOI: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.11.018



38

Hoang L, Fenner RA, Skenderian M. 2018. A conceptual approach for evaluating the multiple 

benefits of urban flood management practices. Journal of Flood Risk Management 11: 

S943–S959 DOI: 10.1111/jfr3.12267

Horton B, Digman CJ, Ashley RM, Gill E. 2016. BeST (Benefits of SuDS Tool) W045c BeST 

- Technical Guidance Release version 2

International Monetary Fund. 2016. KINGDOM OF THE NETHERLANDS –– CURACAO 

AND SINT MAARTEN. Washington, D.C.

IPCC. 2012. Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and Disasters To Advance Climate Change 

Adaptation. A Special Report of Working Groups I and II of the Intergovernmental Panel 

on Climate Change ( and PMM C.B., V. Barros, T.F. Stocker, D. Qin, D.J. Dokken, K.L. 

Ebi, M.D. Mastrandrea, K.J. Mach, G.-K. Plattner, S.K. Allen, M. Tignor, ed.). Cambridge 

University Pres: Cambridge and New York. DOI: 10.1017/CBO9781139177245

Jha AK, Bloch R, Lamond J. 2012. Cities and Flooding: A Guide to Integrated Urban Flood 

Risk Management for the 21st Century. The Word Bank. DOI: 10.1596/978-0-8213-8866-

2

Kabisch N, Korn H, Stadler J, Bonn A. 2017. Nature ‐ based Solutions to Climate Change 

Adaptation in Urban Areas. Springer.

Kabisch N, Stadler J, Korn H, Bonn A. 2016. Nature-based solutions to climate change 

mitigation and adaptation in urban areas. Ecology and Society 21 (2): 39 DOI: 10.5751/ES-

08373-210239

Kong F, Ban Y, Yin H, James P, Dronova I. 2017. Modeling stormwater management at the 

city district level in response to changes in land use and low impact development. 

Environmental Modelling and Software 95: 132–142 DOI: 10.1016/j.envsoft.2017.06.021



39

Liu L, Jensen MB. 2018. Green infrastructure for sustainable urban water management: 

Practices of five forerunner cities. Cities 74 DOI: 10.1016/j.cities.2017.11.013

Lundy L, Wade R. 2011. Integrating sciences to sustain urban ecosystem services. Progress in 

Physical Geography 35 (5): 653–669 DOI: 10.1177/0309133311422464

Maier HR, Kapelan Z, Kasprzyk J, Kollat J, Matott LS, Cunha MC, Dandy GC, Gibbs MS, 

Keedwell E, Marchi A, et al. 2014. Evolutionary algorithms and other metaheuristics in 

water resources : Current status , research challenges and future directions. Environmental 

Modelling and Software 62: 271–299 DOI: 10.1016/j.envsoft.2014.09.013

Maier HR, Razavi S, Kapelan Z, Matott LS, Kasprzyk J, Tolson BA. 2019. Introductory 

overview: Optimization using evolutionary algorithms and other metaheuristics. 

Environmental Modelling and Software: 195–213 DOI: 10.1016/j.envsoft.2018.11.018

Mala-Jetmarova H, Barton A, Bagirov A. 2015. Sensitivity of algorithm parameters and 

objective function scaling in multi-objective optimisation of water distribution systems. 

Journal of Hydroinformatics 17 (6): 891–916 DOI: 10.2166/hydro.2015.062

Di Matteo M, Maier HR, Dandy GC. 2019. Many-objective portfolio optimization approach for 

stormwater management project selection encouraging decision maker buy-in. 

Environmental Modelling and Software 111 (April 2017): 340–355 DOI: 

10.1016/j.envsoft.2018.09.008

Mei C, Liu J, Wang H, Yang Z, Ding X, Shao W. 2018. Integrated assessments of green 

infrastructure for flood mitigation to support robust decision-making for sponge city 

construction in an urbanized watershed. Science of the Total Environment 639: 1394–1407 

DOI: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.05.199

Miller SM, Montalto FA. 2019. Stakeholder perceptions of the ecosystem services provided by 



40

Green Infrastructure in New York City. Ecosystem Services 37 (April): 100928 DOI: 

10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100928

Narayanan A, Pitt R. 2006. Costs of Urban Stormwater Control Practices. Tuscaloosa. DOI: 

doi:10.1061/40517(2000)38

Naumann S, Rayment M, Nolan P, Forest TM, Gill S, Infrastructure G, Forest M. 2011. Design, 

implementation and cost elements of Green Infrastructure projects. Final Report

Nicklow J, Asce F, Reed P, Asce M, Savic D, Dessalegne T, Asce M, Harrell L, Asce M, Chan-

hilton A, et al. 2010. State of the Art for Genetic Algorithms and Beyond in Water 

Resources Planning and Management. (August): 412–432

O’Donnell EC, Lamond JE, Thorne CR. 2017. Recognising barriers to implementation of Blue-

Green Infrastructure: a Newcastle case study. Urban Water Journal 14 (9): 964–971 DOI: 

10.1080/1573062X.2017.1279190

Ossa-Moreno J, Smith KM, Mijic A. 2017. Economic analysis of wider benefits to facilitate 

SuDS uptake in London, UK. Sustainable Cities and Society 28: 411–419 DOI: 

10.1016/j.scs.2016.10.002

Pagano A, Pluchinotta I, Pengal P, Cokan B, Giordano R. 2019. Engaging stakeholders in the 

assessment of NBS effectiveness in flood risk reduction: A participatory System Dynamics 

Model for benefits and co-benefits evaluation. Science of The Total Environment 690: 

543–555 DOI: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.07.059

Pezzaniti D, Beechman S, Kandassamy J. 2009. Influence of clogging on the effective life of 

permeable pavements. Proceedings of Institution of Civil Engineering - Water 

Management 162 (3): 211–220 DOI: 10.1680/wama.2009.00034

Qiao XJ, Kristoffersson A, Randrup TB. 2018. Challenges to implementing urban sustainable 



41

stormwater management from a governance perspective: A literature review. Journal of 

Cleaner Production 196: 943–952 DOI: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.049

Rossman LA. 2010. Storm water management model. User’s manual. USEPA, Cincinnati, OH. 

Available at: http://www.epa.gov/water-research/storm-water-management-model-swmm

Santamouris M. 2014. On the energy impact of urban heat island and global warming on 

buildings. Energy and Buildings 82: 100–113 DOI: 10.1016/j.enbuild.2014.07.022

Santoro S, Pluchinotta I, Pagano A, Pengal P, Cokan B, Giordano R. 2019. Assessing 

stakeholders’ risk perception to promote Nature Based Solutions as flood protection 

strategies: The case of the Glinščica river (Slovenia). Science of the Total Environment 

655: 188–201 DOI: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.11.116

Simonovic SP. 2012. Floods in a Changing Climate: Risk Management. Cambridge University 

Press: New York.

Teng J, Jakeman AJ, Vaze J, Croke BFW, Dutta D, Kim S. 2017. Flood inundation modelling: 

A review of methods, recent advances and uncertainty analysis. Environmental Modelling 

and Software 90: 201–216 DOI: 10.1016/j.envsoft.2017.01.006

Tzoulas K, Korpela K, Venn S, Yli-pelkonen V, Ka A, Niemela J, James P, Ka??mierczak A, 

Niemela J, James P, et al. 2007. Promoting ecosystem and human health in urban areas 

using Green Infrastructure: A literature review. Landscape and Urban Planning 81 (3): 

167–178 DOI: 10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.02.001

UNDP. 2012. Flood Risk Reduction : Innovation and technology in risk mitigation and 

development planning in Small Island Developing States : towards floor risk reduction in 

Sint Maarten. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP).

United Nations. 2014. World Urbanization Prospects Available at: 



42

http://esa.un.org/unpd/wup/Highlights/WUP2014-Highlights.pdf [Accessed 6 October 

2015]

Urrestarazu Vincent S, Radhakrishnan M, Hayde L, Pathirana A. 2017. Enhancing the 

Economic Value of Large Investments in Sustainable Drainage Systems ( SuDS ) through 

Inclusion of Ecosystems Services Benefits. Water 9: 841 DOI: 10.3390/w9110841

USEPA. 2012. Reducing Urban Heat Islands : Compendium of Strategies - Cool Pavements

Versini PA, Kotelnikova N, Poulhes A, Tchiguirinskaia I, Schertzer D, Leurent F. 2018. A 

distributed modelling approach to assess the use of Blue and Green Infrastructures to fulfil 

stormwater management requirements. Landscape and Urban Planning 173 (February): 

60–63 DOI: 10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.02.001

Vojinovic Z. 2015. Floor Risk: The Holistic Perspective. IWA Publishing.

Vojinovic Z, Sanchez A. 2008. Optimising sewer system rehabilitation strategies between 

flooding, overflow emissions and investment costs. In 11th International Conference on 

Urban DrainageEdinburgh, Scotland, UK; 31 August–5 September.

Vojinovic Z, van Teeffelen J. 2007. An Integrated Stormwater Management Approach for 

Small Islands in Tropical Climates. Urban Water Journal 4 (3): 211 – 231 DOI: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15730620701464190

Vojinovic Z, Sahlu S, Torres  a. S, Seyoum SD, Anvarifar F, Matungulu H, Barreto W, Savic 

D, Kapelan Z. 2014. Multi-objective rehabilitation of urban drainage systems under 

uncertainties. Journal of Hydroinformatics | 16 (5): 1–18 DOI: 10.2166/hydro.2014.223

Vojinovic Z, Solomatine D, Price RK. 2006. Dynamic least-cost optimisation of wastewater 

system remedial works requirements: 467–475 DOI: 10.2166/wst.2006.574



43

Woods-Ballard B, Kellagher R, Martin P, Jefferies C, Bray R, Shaffer P. 2007. The SUDS 

manual. London, UK, UK. DOI: London C697

Woodward M, Gouldby B, Kapelan Z, Hames D. 2014. Multiobjective Optimization for 

Improved Management of Flood Risk. (February): 201–215 DOI: 

10.1061/(ASCE)WR.1943-5452.0000295.

WWAP/UN-Water. 2018. The United Nations World Water Development Report 2018: Nature-

Based Solutions for Water. UNESCO: Paris. Available at: www.unesco.org/open-access/

Yong CF, McCarthy DT, Deletic A. 2013. Predicting physical clogging of porous and 

permeable pavements. Journal of Hydrology 481: 48–55 DOI: 

10.1016/j.jhydrol.2012.12.009

Zhang G, Hamlett JM, Reed P, Tang Y. 2013. Multi-Objective Optimization of Low Impact 

Development Designs in an Urbanizing Watershed. Open Journal of Optimization 2 

(December): 95–108 DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojop.2013.24013

Zölch T, Henze L, Keilholz P, Pauleit S. 2017. Regulating urban surface runoff through nature-

based solutions – An assessment at the micro-scale. Environmental Research 157 (May): 

135–144 DOI: 10.1016/j.envres.2017.05.023



44

1.1 HIGHLIGHTS

 We developed a framework for green-blue-grey measures selection and comparison

 Complex trade-offs among solutions become visible using optimisation techniques

 Hybrid solutions are best for multiple benefits in areas with space restrictions

 Considering co-benefits enhancement encourages the selection of green-blue measures

 The primary benefit should not be compromised by pursuing co-benefits
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